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OVERALL PROPOSEDACTION AND |NTRODUCTION TO EA

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks is proposing a statie fisheries management plan that would
guide fisheries management in Montana. The plaories the various Fisheries Management
programs and the management direction for indiMidpacies and drainages throughout the
state.

The Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) regsigereview of state actions to consider
possible impacts to the human environment. AccgrttnMEPA, the human environment
encompasses the biological, physical, social, emryacultural, and aesthetic factors that
interrelate to form the environment.

FWP is conducting an environmental review on the ¢asheries Management programs listed
in Part | of the plan (fish management, habitatl fishing access / recreation management). The
review focuses on the overall management appraaakaich program. Additional environmental
review will take place during the implementationtioé plan, primarily when implementing the
drainage management directions or prescriptiotedim Part Il of the plan

The environmental review identifiepeeferred alternative for each of the fisheries management
programs. The preferred alternatives, identifiedlsrnative A, represent the current programs
(status quo). The review considers at least one additiortalative for each of the programs,
e.g., Alternative B, Alternative C, etc. Eadllternative represents mmanagement approach, and
these two terms are used interchangeably throughewnalysis document. The Draft Fisheries
Management Plan that encompasses this environnrenmtalv reflects the preferred alternatives.

The environmental review describes the predictéettf associated with each alternative. In
other words, the review considers the possible atgpan the human environment if FWP were
to adopt that particular approach to managing taeeS fisheries. As previously mentioned, due
to the overarching, programmatic nature of the plais environmental analysis examines how
the plan might influence future decision-making.dimnal environmental review will take

place during implementation of specific actionsadéed in the plan, and this environmental
review will include opportunities for the public ppovide comments and influence decision-
making.

OVERALL PURPOSE ANDNEED FOR PROPOSEDACTION

The purpose of the Statewide Fisheries Managenianti®to provide guidance and direction
for managing fish and other aquatic species, tnabitats, and the angling opportunities they
provide. This will be Montana'’s first statewidelfesies management plan. The plan will offer
transparency to the public by identifying the ratite for fish management decisions. The
decision-making is often based on extensive puiniolvement, laws, rules and policies. The
plan will serve as a clearinghouse for this typentdrmation.

! There are numerous variables that must be corsidehen implementing a management prescriptionaivies
that are largely unknown at this time and therefotest be considered on a case-by-case basis tanhef
implementation and take into account the particetarironmental factors of each project or managemecision.
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AUTHORITIES

The Draft Statewide Fisheries Management Planiiiesthe applicable statutes, rules, and
policies for each program and work units within igheries Program. The following example
for Fish Health illustrates the format used in Baft Plan:

Applicable laws, rules and policies

Statute (MCA): 87-3-210 through 87-3-226
Administrative Rule (ARM): 12.7.501 through 12.7750

DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED IN PREPARATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The following documents (and environmental analgssociated with the documents) were
considered in the preparation of this EA:
» Aquatic Nuisance Species Management Plan (200R)re6tly in process of updating
* Flathead Lake Co-Management Plan 2000-2010
* Fort Peck Reservoir Fisheries Management Plan 204022
» Upper Missouri River Reservoir Fisheries Managenitah 2011-2020

DECISIONS TO BE MADE

The FWP Director will be the decision-maker for #resironmental review. The Director will
decide whether to recommend that the FWP Commissiopt the Draft Statewide Fisheries
Management as proposed or with amendments. ThetDireill take into consideration the
environmental review (this document) and input fribra public. The FWP Commission will
approve the Final Plan.

OVERALL AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, through its emplegeand citizen commission, provides for the
stewardship of the fish, wildlife, parks, and retienal resources of Montana, while

contributing to the quality of life for present ahdure generations. In support of this mission,
the Fisheries Program preserves, maintains, arahesh all aquatic species and their
ecosystems to meet the public’'s demand for reaneatiopportunities and stewardship of aquatic
wildlife. The Fisheries Program accomplishes thisnbplementing policies and programs that
emphasize the management of wild fish populatiowsthe protection and restoration of their
habitats; by operating an efficient hatchery pragta stock lakes and reservoirs where natural
reproduction is limited or lacking, and when needes# the hatchery program to fulfill
management objectives for conservation programsndayitoring and regulating angler harvests
to maintain balanced ecosystems; and by providiga&tional programs and maintaining
adequate public access to fisheries. The drafwide fisheries management plan that precedes
this environmental analysis provides a more inddelgscription of the affected environment.



The Fisheries Program is comprised of three comag@ment sections (primary areas of work):
1) Fish Management;
2) Fisheries Habitat; and
3) Fishing Access and Recreation Management.

The remainder of this environmental analysis fosusethese core management sections. It is
important to note that these programs contain nsabynits of work. The alternatives in this
environmental review documents represent diffeneamagement approaches for each program.

FISHERIES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The FWP Fisheries Management Program has two pyimaposes: 1) provide a diversity of
quality angling opportunities through managemergedf-sustaining wild fisheries and the use of
hatchery-reared fish; and 2) protect, maintain, r@stbre native fish populations, their habitats,
life cycles, and genetic diversity to ensure stewhip of native species and angling
opportunities whenever possible. Native fish ineltsport-fishing” species such as cutthroat
trout, bull trout, sauger, burbot, and Arctic gragl as well as nongame species such as sicklefin
chubs and sculpins. Examples of nonnative fishughelbrook trout, rainbow trout, brown trout,
walleye and largemouth bass. Pursuing these pusmogails a wide variety of activities. These
activities include monitoring life cycles of diffemt fish populations in varied habitats, regulating
harvest of native and nonnative fish, and devisingtegies to maintain sufficiently healthy and
genetically diverse fish populations, and to sgtiee public’s interests in fishing opportunities.

The charge of managing both native and nonnatieeisp of fish may appear as dual,
conflicting roles. Some people believe that nafisie should be given highest priority in all
water. Others believe that sportfishing opportesitincluding management of nonnative game
species, should be given highest priority, evatetfimental to native fisheries. These different
viewpoints present a challenge for managers wharmeing management direction, priorities,
and allocation of resources. These challengesampounded when fish species are subject to
Endangered Species Act regulations, e.g., bulttiathese cases, the decision-making
sideboards are narrower and offer managers legbifity.

FWP must balance the biological needs of nativeviigh the social and political demands for
recreational fisheries and fishing opportunitiegpi€ally, a higher priority is given to known
populations of sensitive native species. Consetyardtive fish are prioritized in some waters
where nonnative fish are not already established waters where nonnative fish can be
removed. In other waters, nonnative sportfish sgseare well established, and it is unlikely this
would be reversed.

This environmental analysis considers four aspefctise Fisheries Management Program: native
and non-native fish management; wild fish and hextglstocked fish; fishing regulations and
tackle restrictions; and aquatic invasive spedilegial fish introductions and fish pathogens.



ALTERNATIVES

The environmental analysis identifies three alteviea for the Fisheries Management Program,
including the current program (status quo):

* Alternative A (Preferred Alternative): Retain curtd-isheries Management Program.
» Alternative B: Increase emphasis on native and fisld management.
* Alternative C: Maximize angling opportunities.

Alternative A (Preferred Alternative): Retain Curr ent Fisheries Management Program
Fish (status quo)

The current fisheries management program is atiwoéiad balanced approach that emphasizes
angling opportunities and satisfaction, but ndhatexpense of native fish species populations.
Wild fish are emphasized (versus stocking), pdséged on societal preference but also for
biological and economic reasons. Self-sustainisigeiiies and self-regulating ecosystems are
emphasized wherever possible but within the cordégtonomic and political realities.
Elements of this approach are as follows:

Native Fish/Non-native fish:Under its current program, FWP conserves and nesto
native fish as necessary to maintain that part ohtdna’s natural heritage and in
compliance with federal endangered species lawserfwilevant). Non-native species
are favored if they contribute to sport fisheriadgl @o not adversely impact native fish
populations. There is low to zero tolerance for-native species if they imperil native
fish populations.

Wild Fish/Stocked (hatchery) fish: Wild fisheries are emphasized wherever possible
and practical, i.e. wherever habitat conditions/jgte for self-sustaining populations.
Hatchery fish are stocked where habitats do nowalbr wild fish management and
angler desires cannot be met otherwise. The cupregram emphasizes production
efficiency (maximizing numbers and/or pounds ol fiiger dollar spent) while
maintaining production of a quality fish. Hatchergre also used for native fish
conservation and restoration, with some hatchenetusively used for native species
production and restoration purposes.

Fishing regulations/Tackle restrictions: The current management approach includes
more-restrictive fishing regulations that produaegér fish or establish social conditions,
and more liberal regulations that offer harvestapmities. It also includes a mix of
tackle restrictions and liberal means of taking,figs appropriate and allowable. This
approach intentionally provides for a variety oflmg experiences and harvest
opportunities, often within the same waterbody and/ith the same species.

Aquatic Invasive Species, illegal fish introductios and fish pathogensThe current
program focuses on preventing the introductionexmhnsion of invasive species, illegal
fish introductions, and fish pathogens. If ille§ah introductions become established
locally, FWP may put considerable effort into ecadion or suppression of those



organisms. For fish that become widely establishadidifficult to eradicate, suppression
efforts are typically commensurate with the thitbat is posed to existing aquatic
communities. The use of live bait is allowed whed ahere feasible when in keeping
with the management direction for the waterbodywahdre the bait does not pose a high
risk for the introduction or movement of AlS orHipathogens. Prevention strategies for
AIS and fish pathogens include a balanced comhinaif outreach and education,
watercraft inspection stations and an early deiagirogram. This includes monitoring at
all fish hatcheries to ensure pathogens and Al$iarenoved to- and-from facilities and
the wild. Decisions to allow the transport of fisio and around the state are based on
the results of fish disease testing, AIS monitgrangd a risk/benefit analysis.

Alternative B: Increase emphasis on native and wdl fish management

Under this alternative, FWP would emphasize ndtsteprotection and enhancement with little
consideration for angler preferences. In this sgemald fish are essential, but their status as
game species is irrelevant. Resource allocationgdyarioritize self-sustaining native fisheries

in self-regulating ecosystems. The option of legwiraters barren of fish (or restoring to a
fishless condition) to avoid impacts to native dguspecies is an important consideration under
this alternative. Elements of this approach arelows:

Native Fish/Non-Native Fish:Native species would be emphasized above all else.
Populations would be restored to levels that oetlbrefore presence of Europeans or
influence of introduced species. There would be t@wo tolerance for introduced (non-
native) species unless they have no impact onenapecies; where possible non-native
species would be removed and replaced with napeeiss.

Wild Fish/Stocked (hatchery) Fish:Wild fish would be emphasized wherever habitat
conditions provide for self-sustaining populatioBocked fish would be restricted to
native species recovery purposes, or for harvebefies where habitats do not allow for
wild fish management. Stocking to augment fishengh limited natural production is
unacceptable under this approach because it isedi@s artificially elevating one species
relative to others in the community. Hatcheries lda@mphasize native species
production, in particular restoration efforts. Tdwst savings from producing fewer non-
native fish would be applied toward wild fish maaagent.

Fishing Regulations/Tackle RestrictionsUnder this alternative, FWP would promote
fishing regulations and tackle restrictions thatarce or mitigate negative impacts on
native fish populations. This would include an emgh on angling means that minimizes
catch-and-release mortality, including barblessksptewer lines, and minimizes capture
techniques such as spearing, seining and bow-§skarvest opportunities for native

fish would be limited. Assuming no negative impactsative fish, regulations would
promote opportunities to catch larger fish, e.gtcle-and-release only or slot limits.

Aquatic Invasive Species/lllegal Fish Introductionf~ish Pathogens:Under this
alternative, FWP would have zero tolerance forittv®duction and spread of new
invasive species, which could mean imposing stria@acts on recreationists, e.g.,
mandatory inspections before entering a waterbbelys emphasis would be placed on
outreach and education and more on activitiesdinattly prevent the introduction and
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spread of invasive species, e.g., an increasetergvaft and angler inspections. This
could mean not allowing any access to State watgh®ut an inspection prior to every
public angling event (fishing contest, etc.); b@ahps or fishing access sites would be
closed if inspection stations were not establishtetie site. If illegally-introduced fish
species become established, FWP would try to eataltbem, regardless of how widely
they are established or their popularity as a djirt Violators of invasive and exotic
wildlife laws that ban the introduction of exotigexies, and violators of mandatory boat
check operations, would be prosecuted aggressiVhb use of live bait would be
severely restricted or eliminated to minimize aisk of introduction of non-native fish,
fish diseases, or other AIS organisms. The AIS Rmogwvould include an early detection
program that calls for monitoring at all fish hatcdles to ensure pathogens and AIS are
not moved to-and-from facilities and the wild. Dsohns to allow the transport of fish
into and around the state would be based on fiatithand AIS testing, as well as a
risk/benefit analysis, including the potential tonry unknown pathogens and invasive
species.

Alternative C: Maximize angling opportunities

This management approach is value neutral whemmies to managing native versus non-native
fish, or wild versus hatchery fish. The primary ofthis alternative is to maximize angler
satisfaction. Wild fisheries would be utilized, btwP would emphasize the use of hatcheries to
produce fish to create the desired angling oppdrésn Of the three alternatives, this one would
produce and stock the most non-native fish. Ths@gch would favor stocking forage fish and
other organisms, including non-native species, withigher acceptability of risk of
compromising ecosystem function. Diversity and ctamipy of ecosystems would not be a goal
of this alternative. Elements of this alternative as follows:

Native/Non-Native Fish This approach would emphasize angler prefereacdsabitat
suitability when deciding which fish species to mge for in individual waterbodies. The
native or non-native status of the species woultre&evant. This approach would be
adjusted, as necessary, to accommodate threateeadangered species.

Wild Fish/Stocked (hatchery) Fish:Wild fish would be favored but may be
supplemented or even replaced with stocked hatdigdryf they would provide for a
better fishery. Hatchery production would be maxieadi at any opportunity, with an
emphasis on sizes and species that maximizes i@t&hand angler satisfaction. Cost-
savings from producing fewer native fish would Heaated to production of other
species. Hatchery space would be used for nateeieprecovery only when not
interfering with production of fish needed to sitisecreational fishing demands.

Fishing Regulations/Tackle RestrictionsThis approach would favor fishing
regulations that maximize opportunities to harfisst, with an emphasis on regulations
that are simple and easy to understand and enfdeseof length-limits, catch-and-
release only, and other regulatory methods foptirpose of producing bigger fish (at
the expense of harvest opportunities), would bamaed or eliminated. Terminal tackle
use would be liberal, allowing the use of more wakd lines, and maximizing the use
of other (non-angling) capture technigues suctpaaring, gigging, hand-grabbing, bow-
fishing and netting for non-game and game fish.



Aquatic Invasive Species/lllegal Fish Introductionf~ish Pathogens:This approach
emphasizes reacting to invasive species once &ttad)] rather than on prevention
efforts. More emphasis would be placed on outreacheducation and less on activities
that directly prevent the introduction and sprefoheasive species, e.g., a decrease in
watercraft and angler inspections. When a spe@esrbes established, a high level of
effort would be spent on eradication or on conimglthe impacts, unless the newly
established species provides value as a sportffiskge, or as a food item. Maximum use
of various terrestrial and aquatic live baits wobédallowed to maximize angling
opportunities and catch rates. AlS concerns woaldddressed, although more risk
would be tolerated. Early detection and monitopngcedures would occur at
hatcheries, however, more risk would be toleratéahitoring in the wild would occur
and FWP would take action if invasive populatioesdime established. Transportation
and importation of fish would be evaluated on figalth and AIS status. However, more
risk would be tolerated.

PREDICTED EFFECTS FOR ALTERNATIVES

Predicted Effects of Retaining Current Program (Alernative A - Preferred Alternative)

The current Fisheries Management Program seelchteve conservation goals and at the same
time provide a variety of angling opportunitiesisita holistic approach that recognizes the
State’s stewardship responsibilities for all aquegisources, and the importance of meeting the
desires of the angling public. Meeting the desifes diverse angling public results in a balanced
management style, which is described in detatheDraft Statewide Fisheries Management
Plan (see specific drainage prescriptions). Threengles of this balanced management
approach include: 1) emphasizing native speciesagement in one part of the drainage and
introduced species in other parts of the draindyarcommodating recreational and
consumptive anglers on the same waterbody; andaBjtaining a waterbody’s fisheries though

a combination of wild fish and stocked fish.

Native/Non-Native Fish A goal of the current fisheries management pnoguader
Alternative A is to perpetuate native species,udulg threatened and endangered
species, but not at the level of Alternative B, e¥hplaces greater emphasis on native fish
species management. The breadth of genetic diyensit life history forms of native
species would be less than in Alternative B, duthéofact that there would be more
situations where native species are maintainedfurgra or within isolated portions of
drainages. This fragmentation could also leadigingy lower overall native species
diversity compared to Alternative B.

The current program has varying degrees of effed¢he local, regional and state
economy. Variables include the size of a commuanitg the popularity of nearby
fisheries. Management practices that produce fisbéhat attract substantial numbers of
anglers can provide for jobs in communities, dlwe,fishing outfitting industry, fishing
lodges and hotels, fly and tackle shops, and @bsociated services. This economic
activity is typically associated with non-nativémsanid fisheries (e.g., rainbow trout,
brown trout, and kokanee salmon) as well as warnemwaservoir fisheries (e.g.,
walleye, pike and bass). The current managemembagip is to achieve native species
conservation and recovery goals while preserviegriportance of fisheries to the



economy. For native salmonid conservation effahis, is typically accomplished in
areas that are not economically or recreationailydrtant if the conservation efforts
would impact the non-native fishery. Impacts to¢senomy would be less compared to
Alternative B where native species take prioritjtefnative C, with its emphasis on
angling opportunities over conservation goals, doabult in more benefits to local
businesses.

Wild Fish/Stocked (hatchery) Fish: This management approach emphasizes wild
fisheries, which results in lower hatchery cosentivould be needed if the hatchery
system was relied on to provide a similar levehodler opportunity. Cost efficiencies
are also realized within the hatchery system whawst fish are stocked as fry or
fingerlings (rather than as catchables). This apginaelies on natural food to grow
stocked fish to catchable sizes, as opposed toakity, and space-consuming process in
the hatchery to feed and grow fish to a catchakiariches) size before stocking, and the
increase in transport costs for stocking largér. fighis direction is much less costly than
compared to Alternative C, which would require apansion of the hatchery system,
and slightly less costly than Alternative B, whiwbuld expend less growing fish for
stocking for harvest, and shift more effort towasedive species conservation efforts.

Fishing Regulations/Tackle RestrictionsFishing regulations and bait and tackle
restrictions would remain fairly complex under thlternative due to the desire to
accommodate as many users as possible. This cesutt m more catch and release
practices if anglers view the regulations as tangex and are concerned they might
misinterpret the regulations and (unintentionatig)fishing illegally.

Aquatic Invasive Species/lllegal Fish Introductionf~ish Pathogens:Under this
management approach it is likely that new illeggt introductions will continue and that
some of these introductions could expand to thetgbat control or suppression would
be unlikely, or cost prohibitive. Apprehending \dtirs who do these illegal
introductions is extremely difficult and outreadstbeen somewhat ineffective at
changing this behavior. Impacts to natural ecosystectioning, including impacts to
existing fish communities, from illegal introduati® could increase as the illegally
introduced populations expand. This strategy fonaging illegally introduced
populations would result in significantly less inopg@ato aquatic communities compared
to the management approach of Alternative C, butldvbave slightly more negative
impacts compared to Alternative B. Because thesatiapproach allows for some
accommodation of illegal fish introductions, whithve become widely distributed, it
could lead to the development of constituenciesdtdaocate for the creation of
recreational fisheries through illegal introducsarf those species.

The AIS program under the current program emphageevention and includes a
balance of an education and awareness campaigyndesection and monitoring, and a
watercraft inspection program. To date, many oftlest invasive aquatic organisms are
yet to become established within the State angpears that the prevention efforts have
been successful. Under this strategy, the emplsast on inspecting every vessel and
angler prior to it entering Montana waters. As suit this prevention strategy requires a
combination of government-led programs, such aswtercraft inspection program and
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an educational program aimed at changing behaliw likelihood of new invasive
species becoming established under this Alternadiless compared to Alternative C,
but more than Alternative B. Correspondingly, thstmf administering the current
program are higher compared to what it would besundAlternative C but less than in
Alternative B. Fish pathogen control under the entprogram is very proactive and
provides a high level of assurance that undesinadleogens will not enter State waters
through the movement of fish.

Cumulative Effects: None identified.

Predicted Effects of Alternative B

Management under this alternative can be descabédco-centric”, meaning that angler
interests are secondary to the primary goal ofystem function and sustainability. This
alternative emphasizes native species recoveryestdration. Public support for this approach
would still be important, and educational effortsuld be used to enhance public appreciation
for native species and the value of natural aguaticmunities. As with Alternative A, this
approach respects the stewardship responsibifiteeghe State of Montana has for all aquatic
resources and also the obligation to promote dtbedaavior in anglers. Three examples of this
management approach are: 1) restoring cutthroat tocall historically occupied habitat,
including reducing or eliminating non-native raimgdrook or brown trout fisheries; 2)
preserving and restoring native non-game fish comti@s in intermittent eastern Montana
prairie streams; and 3) stocking only sterile wadlen Montana lakes in order to avoid any
potential for hybridization with native sauger. $hilternative could lead to a notable loss of
angling opportunities and/or diversity.

Native/Non-Native Fish Management under Alternative B would ensure goevery of
native (and endangered) species at a level fareath@t in Alternatives A and C. All
lifeforms (resident, migratory, fluvial, adfluviabf native fish species would be restored,
ensuring ecosystem function at the level of presaan influence. In some instances,
native species would be maintained in refugia dhiwiisolated portions of drainages,
but this would involve building many barriers tockide introduced species or intensive
efforts to suppress or eradicate the non-natives. dlternative would therefore actively
seek to reduce populations of introduced specilesveurrent levels. Impacts from
existing introduced species on other aquatic spestieh as insects, amphibians and
native fishes would be reduced considerably duetive species conservation work, but
would not be eliminated. Costs to preserve nafpexi®s would be higher than in
Alternative A and much higher than in AlternativeRLiblic acceptance would likely be
lower than Alternative A, due to the relatively I@@pularity of angling for native
species by license holders and the low level obadey by the non-angling public. The
emphasis on native fisheries would be very labtanisive and would probably require
land acquisitions or easements to ensure manageoaistcould be met.

Management under this alternative could lead tefeamgler days and therefore
adversely affect local and regional economiestigton angling forms of tourism. This
impact would likely be greater around lakes anémeasirs that receive stocked fish to
augment natural fisheries or rely on put-and-tadieefries to attract anglers. Particularly
hard hit would be small communities near reservibias attract substantial numbers of
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trout or walleye anglers. Although this managenagmroach would increase native fish
conservation efforts, these fisheries generallyelfawer and smaller angling
constituencies and consequently have less aloligeherate economic activity.

Wild Fish/Stocked (hatchery) Fish:This alternative strongly emphasizes wild fisheries
which results in lower costs and fewer numbersstf being stocked compared to the
other alternatives. The result would also be feavegling opportunities, especially in
lakes or reservoirs where natural production of g@éish is limited. This would reduce
the number of mixed fisheries such as Canyon Ferfort Peck reservoirs where cold-
water and cool/warm-water fish add diversity analdmore anglers as a result. This
management approach would lead to lower anglesfaation on certain waterbodies and
could impact community economies and reduce fishaemse sales.

Fishing Regulations/Tackle RestrictionsFishing regulations, and bait and tackle
restrictions would be simpler compared to Alterva#\, but less permissive, due to the
need to conserve rather than harvest fish spectthe emphasis on the
recreational/aesthetic aspects of fishing. Theiotisins on harvest could lead to a loss of
license revenue if some consumptive anglers deoigersue other activities.

Aquatic Invasive Species/lllegal Fish Introductionf~ish Pathogens:Under this
alternative, additional illegal introductions aoflfi could continue but the aggressive
eradication/suppression efforts would prevent egmemof populations. This emphasis
would result in significantly less impacts to aga@bmmunities compared to the
management approach of Alternative C, and sligietiyer impacts compared to
Alternative A. Because this approach has low to zelerance for illegal fish
introductions, it would likely prevent the developnt of constituencies that promote the
creation of fisheries based around illegal intrdotus. Due to the pervasiveness of some
introduced species in large waterbodies (e.g., tiekkd in Flathead Lake, walleye in the
Missouri River, northern pike in Seeley Lake), thst to implement this management
approach would be high compared with either AlteéweaA or C, and would reduce
resources available for other Fisheries programs.

The AIS program under this alternative would empteaprevention through government
intervention. For example, the program could aallthe inspection of all watercraft and
anglers prior to accessing any State waters. Tgpsoach would reduce the risk of AIS
species being introduced and spread, more so tieantier alternatives. Costs and
government interference with public activities wabble much higher under this approach
compared to Alternative C, and somewhat higher thakiternative A. Fish pathogen
control under this alternative is very proactive Similar to that in Alternative A. It
provides a high level of assurance that undesinadifleogens would not enter State
waters through the movement of fish.

Cumulative Effects None identified.

Predicted Effects of Alternative C

Management under this alternative can be descabeth “ethno-centric” approach, meaning
that the desires of anglers are primary, and tisdittle effort to strike an ecological balance in
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the fish community or achieve what might be disedras ecosystem function. Public support
for this approach could be high, as angler needdduae the primary goal and angler
satisfaction and license sales would become timegoyi measure of success. The effort to
balance management for different types of angledsaagler experiences would be paramount
under this approach, even at the expense of niagiver wild fish management. Examples of
this approach include: 1) stocking a predator $isbh as muskellunge to create a trophy fishery
in an open-water system where future movementsiauat be controlled; 2) promoting
cutthroat trout restoration only if local angleppeove; 3) using wild trout management
principles only when requested by local anglersentise stocking to achieve management
goals; and 4) taking an approach that views reguatomplexity as a measure of success in
responding to angler desires.

Native/Non-Native Fish Management under Alternative C would not enshee t
perpetuation of native (and endangered) speciefarifered species would be preserved
as required by law, but efforts to restore speitiasare not listed as a threatened or
endangered species would be limited to areas vitheyedo not conflict with

management efforts for other game fish. This apgregould not meet the need for
genetic diversity and life history forms of natisgeecies or the problems associated with
habitat fragmentation. Overall, efforts and finahcommitments to conserve native
species under this alternative would be less coetpalternatives A and C.

Management practices under this approach woultyld@phasize and enhance those
fisheries that attract substantial numbers of asgead provide for jobs in local
communities. This economic activity would be baasslind non-native salmonid
fisheries (e.g., rainbow trout, brown trout and &&e salmon) as well as warm-water
reservoir fisheries with walleye, pike and basssTould involve changing stocking
practices to increase sizes of fish and improvehcadtes. Fishing regulations would be
modified to provide custom opportunities (e.qg.filghing only sections, barbless hooks,
slot or minimum size limits to produce trophy fighat could be showcased by local
communities to attract anglers. This alternativelddead to an increase in angling days
and therefore be a boost to local and regional @ooes. Economic benefits under this
alternative would be somewhat greater than theeatiprogram and much greater than
Alternative B where native species take prioritgoangling opportunities.

Wild Fish/Stocked (hatchery) Fish:This management approach places greater
emphasis on stocked fisheries, which would incréasehery costs more than the other
alternatives, although some money would be savaediycing efforts to
restore/reinvigorate natural ecosystems. This amgprevould allow for more mixed
species fisheries, which might draw more angledslead to higher angler satisfaction on
certain waterbodies.

Fishing Regulations/Tackle RestrictionsDue to this alternative’s desire to maximize
harvest opportunities, fishing regulations wouldsbapler than under the current
program. Bait regulations would be liberalized, #metefore more complex, due to this
alternative’s desire to accommodate as many angkrests as possible. This may
increase interest in fishing and increase liceagesdue to more people feeling that the
needs of the “average” angler are being satisfied.
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Aquatic Invasive Species/lllegal Fish Introductionf~ish Pathogens:This alternative
would take a neutral position on the expansiorlegally introduced fish species beyond
current levels, so it is certain that new introttwt$ would continue and that many of
these introductions would expand to the point #fifctive suppression would be
unlikely. FWP predicts that the additional impacsatural ecosystem functioning from
these new and spreading introduced species wouligber than for either Alternatives
A or B. Because this approach would allow for acemdation of illegal fish
introductions that have become widely distribuied;ould probably lead to the
development of constituencies that advocate fenindnal illegal introductions to create
recreational fisheries.

The AIS program under this alternative emphasieastmmg once a new invasive species
becomes established, rather than on preventinglestaent from occurring. This would
likely increase the chance that new AIS enter Moataaters and become established.
This likelihood is more than in either AlternativAgor B. The cost savings realized from
the smaller staff needed to implement this appreamhid be offset by the additional
costs that would come from working to eradicateemter number of invasive species if
they were to become established in State watesh.gathogen control under this
alternative would be very proactive but more takiat risk when it comes to importing
and transporting fish and other aquatic organidrhs.result would be a greater supply
and variety of gamefish available for managemenp@ses, and for the private
commercial producer and owners of private pondsolild also increase the likelihood
that undesirable pathogens would be introducedandme established in wild fish
populations and hatcheries in Montana. This coalgse shifts in fish assemblages in the
wild and would cost more to decontaminate hatckehiat become infected with
pathogens.

Cumulative Effects: None identified.

HABITAT PROGRAM

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Generally speaking, fish thrive in diverse, healilquatic ecosystems. Good fish habitat consists
of three essential elements: 1) water quantity—adtgwater flow in streams throughout the
year and satisfactory water levels in lakes andrvesrs to sustain healthy aquatic communities;
2) water quality—water of suitable quality for saising healthy populations of fish and other
aquatic life; and 3) physical habitat features—&ape features such as streambeds and banks,
riparian areas, and cover that, together, provitdarable environment for fish and other
aguatic life to carry out all essential phasedefrtlife cycles. All of the above require
maintenance of a functioning floodplain, as weljuicious land management practices
throughout the watershed, including upland areas.

Compared to the rest of the nation, the aquatidtdéiaih Montana rivers, streams and lakes is in
good condition. As in other parts of the countrgwiever, Montana has some portions of its
waters where fish habitats have been degraded decduwestructive land-management
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practices and other human activities. Current angepted human uses of the environment have
the potential to degrade existing habitats evethéur FWP has the ability, technology, and
obligation to protect and restore these habitatsrexer possible.

ALTERNATIVES

The environmental analysis identifies three altevea, including the current Habitat Program
(status quo):

* Alternative A (Preferred Alternative): Retain curtédabitat Program.
» Alternative B: Maximize efforts to restore habitatmitigate impacts.
» Alternative C: Compromise further when restoringpibet or mitigating impacts.

Alternative A (Preferred Alternative): Retain Curre nt Habitat Program (status quo)

The current Habitat Program uses a holistic andriz&ld approach to maintain and restore
aguatic habitat, while recognizing the need to acoodate ongoing development associated
with an expanding human population in Montana. Fwld continue efforts to protect and
improve fisheries habitat, including water quantitsater quality, and physical habitat features.
Elements of this approach are as follows:

Instream Flows: Under this alternative, FWP would continue to pobits existing
instream water rights and water reservations thraggive participation in the water
adjudication process and the water right permitgraress, and through enforcement of
water right priorities. The current program enhansteeam flow in dewatered streams
through water leasing, donations, purchase, markesaction, and other voluntary
means. The program also enhances reservoir managpmeedures such that the
regulation of water flow in streams and water Ievellakes and reservoirs meeting not
only the owner’s purpose but also benefits, or minés impacts to fish and other aquatic
life. Protecting and enhancing stream flows ane lakels in priority areas through
collaborative community or watershed groups ismmponent of the program. FWP
implements the instream-flow assessment prograsapport native and ESA species
recovery and obtain additional water reservatianprority streams and rivers. FWP
acquires senior water rights or new water resesmatio maintain or protect water flow
in streams and water levels in lakes or other watelies.

Fisheries Mitigation: Under the current program FWP improves fisheries b
establishing loss statements of habitat and fiseempacts caused by disturbances (such
as construction and operation of a dam or minejigdéng operating rules for water
regulation facilities to optimize potential bensfénd mimic natural hydrographs where
desired, and monitoring results as corrective nregsare implemented. FWP

participates in interagency review teams for mtimgabanks and in-lieu fee programs,
and provide recommendations concerning hydropowerations during the FERC
relicensing negotiations, planning efforts, andpmsed operational changes.

Water Quality Protection: Under the current program, FWP would continuetdlect
relevant water-quality data on selected drainggasicipate in reviewing mine plans,
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conduct field reviews for forest BMPs, monitorinigsoperfund activities, etc; investigate
fish Kills.

Habitat Restoration: The Future Fisheries is a legislatively mandatedjam that
provides funding towards habitat projects that fieméld fish. Under this alternative,
the program would continue to provide funding, atharized by the legislature, toward
habitat projects in Montana'’s rivers, streams akeés. The Lake and Stream
Enhancement and Community Pond programs wouldrateain available to fund
worthy projects.

Stream Permitting: The current program balances fish habitat needsmaterials, and
natural stream function necessary for habitat agraent with the human need to
complete projects around waterways, such as rbadsges, irrigation structures, etc.
FWP staff evaluates these projects and would makéyn to protect resources, taking
into consideration site-specific conditions. Foample, FWP might be more permissive
at locations with limited habitat conditions orfésies resources than at locations with
high-value resources that can sustain less destinu€WP typically seeks a compromise
between habitat needs and the desire to complejects.

Alternative B: Maximize efforts to restore habitat or mitigate impacts.

This approach would seek to preserve and restorgdvia’s aquatic habitat by resisting or fully
mitigating for the impacts associated with an exjiag human population. Elements of this
approach are as follows:

Instream Flows: This alternative would require additional staffiamould involve:
establishing monitoring sites on all stream reaetigs instream-flow protections,
closely evaluating every water right permit andrdeapplication for new or modified
water rights, and establishing a call process dem@mmissioner appointments for all
streams with instream-flow protection.

Fisheries Mitigation: At its extreme, under this alternative FWP couwldtinely oppose
the operation of existing dams and lobby for themoval, with the goal of restoring the
free-flowing drainages within Montana. At a minimuRWP would attempt to get dam
operators to manage dam releases to mimic theahduynlrograph at the expense of
hydropower or irrigation needs.

Water Quality Protection: FWP would increase staffing and take a more actieein
reviewing proposed mine plans, toxicity assessmetdsed to gas and oil extraction, and
other actions that have implications to water dualnd fisheries. This staff would also
undertake larger water-quality monitoring projdite those underway on the Clark Fork
River and Ten Mile Creek intended to eventuallyabksh native fisheries.

Habitat Restoration: Under this alternative, funding and manpower resesiwould be
increased to provide greater opportunities to uasterhabitat projects that benefit
Montana’s wild (and perhaps native) fish. Licens#ais from the Fisheries Bureau
likely would need to be re-directed from other &gbs programs to meet this alternative.
Increases in Program resources would require kgislauthorization. Lake and Stream
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Enhancement and Community Pond funds would likelydalirected to projects
benefitting these fish.

Stream Permitting: Habitat needs would outweigh all other consideratiat a given
project location. Habitat can be maintained or exbkd through permit conditions and
project modifications at potentially significantsts to applicants. All project sites would
ignore potential needs for development, suppoitifrgstructure, etc.

Alternative C: Compromise further when restoring habitat or mitigating impacts.

This approach would recognize that some alteraifdiontana’s streams and lakes is a part of
accommodating an ambitious pace of developmenin&s of this approach are as follows:

Instream Flows: Recognizing that flows in many Montana streamsaéneady
significantly altered, a more liberal thresholdasteptable change could be established
under this alternative. This new threshold couldameot enforcing the current level of
water right protection. FWP’s activities and levetsnvolvement, under this alternative,
might be as follows: developing new instream-flaghts in western Montana would not
be a priority; calls to junior water-right holdexsd commissioner appointments might be
only in the very worst years; participation in pétmg processes would be minimal and
focused on mitigation of impacts; and additiongkechons in the Water Court might be
limited to FWP’s water rights, but would not evakiaghts held by others.

Fisheries Mitigation: This alternative may not appear very different fralternative A,
both because of regulatory constraints and becszm®omic viability may not be
possible when ecological integrity is weakened. dé&eelopment approach works best
when it creates a sustainable economy base onZedalevelopment of renewable
energy sources, improved water use efficiencies rastoration of natural resource
production.

Water Quality Protection: FWP would likely defer to DEQ for most water-quglit
related monitoring, research, and review of proggdans. Knowledge of local fisheries
by FWP biologists would not be used to inform dietis by DEQ when applying water
guality standards and discharge permit stipulatiorspecific projects. FWP regional
biologists would be asked to respond to all fidlski

Habitat Restoration: Legislative changes would be needed to providetgregmogram
flexibility under this alternative. Legislation wiobneed to be changed to allow the
portion of funding that is currently ear-marked apeally toward projects that benefit
bull trout and cutthroat trout to be used for pkksies of fish. Additionally, legislation
would need to be changed to allow program fundmiget used for habitat projects that
benefit hatchery fisheries, as well as wild fisksyisuch as the Community Pond
program.

Stream Permitting: Habitat needs would be secondary to developmeaje&s would

be implemented with few or no modifications or cibiods restricting contractor
modifications of streams on permits.
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PREDICTED EFFECTS FOR ALTERNATIVES

Predicted Effects of Retaining Current Program (Alernative A — Preferred Alternative)

The preferred alternative would continue to be téenapt to balance meeting the needs of a
steadily growing population in Montana with its aoganying demands for community
infrastructure and with the desire of many to retae outstanding resource values that first
attracted them to this state. This balance reqaimegasured application of laws and regulations
established to preserve and enhance Montana’siagesdurces while realizing a viable
economic future for the next generations. With ¢hgsals in mind, the following effects are
predicted:

Instream Flows: FWP would continue to protect and monitor strekow fconditions.

The numbers of stream reaches protected with areara flow right would slowly grow
in the Columbia River Basin. Instream flow conditsp using leasing and water
conservation would improve on priority dewatere@atns where willing lessees exist.
Existing instream flows would be managed and pteteespecially on larger water
bodies having USGS stream discharge flow sites. RWiid participate in DNRC
water-right permitting and change-of-use procedtmemnsure that public, instream-flow
water rights are accounted for in those proce$&msicipation in the statewide
adjudication would ensure that FWP’s water righiesaccurately portrayed in the decree
and accurately accounted for. Additionally, grosstaggerated water-right claims by
third parties would be addressed though the Waberrt@rocess to reduce future impacts
to FWP.

Fisheries Mitigation: FWP efforts would continue to be well receivedhe major river
basin negotiations. Models developed with signiftdaput from FWP for Hungry Horse
Yellowtail dams would help guide operations at thtcilities for years to come. The
same would be true for Fort Peck Dam, along withSh Mary/Milk River complex.
FERC would continue to draw upon FWP expertisenguee that fisheries impacts at
hydropower facilities are minimized.

Water Quality Protection: Proposed mining operations like the Line CreekeMm
British Columbia would continue to receive stroegiew from FWP and other state and
federal agencies. Important water quality monitgpiimimpacted drainages like Belt
Creek and Ten Mile Creek would receive needed @ttefrom FWP, as would disasters
like the Exxon oil spill into the Yellowstone Rivaear Laurel. Fish kills and DES
reports would continue to receive a prompt respoasevould requests for comments on
MPDES and other permit applications. FWP would icar# to participate in forest BMP
field reviews.

Habitat Restoration: Since the Future Fisheries Improvement Programpitian in
1996, the Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks Commissi@s committed, on average,
approximately $0.74 million per year to fisheriedbhat enhancement projects. As of
October 31, 2010, the Commission has fully or pytiapproved funding for 590
projects. Assuming appropriations to the Programmaia at similar level as in the past
three biennia ($1.2 to $1.3 million), FWP wouldieipate expending the total amount
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appropriated. Several Community Pond projects ke funded that significantly
improved local fisheries.

Stream Permitting: While the goal under the current program woulddomaintain or
improve the stream habitat at a project locatibaré would be situations where some
compromise is accepted, e.g., some stream funigtisecrificed to allow a structure to be
protected. At the same time, some bank stabilindgchniques can also incorporate a
vegetation component, or a softer, woodier techaican be employed. Project costs vary
with compromises in the sizes and types of strea®smgs, etc.

Cumulative Effects: None identified.

Predicted Effects of Alternative B

Alternative B can be described as having an “egofddocus.” It would still need to operate
within legal, regulatory, and political constraimisd according to the desires of the sport-fishing
public. FWP’s approach to habitat is already very-eentric, so that only shifts at their most
extreme, for example favoring the removal of ergtilams, would represent a major departure.
Therefore, the predicted effects of Alternative 8uld be very similar to those in A, with the
following minor exceptions:

Instream Flows: FWP would seek instream-flow protections in theu@dbia River
basin. FWP would improve its monitoring of streaaahes that have existing and new
instream-flow water rights. With the installatiohroore monitoring sites, the
management and protection of FWP instream-flow még@ts would improve and
facilitate water right calls on junior (newer) wateghts or management of all stream-
reach water rights by a water commissioner. FWBlirament in DNRC water
permitting and change-of-use processes would batelé ensuring the public instream-
flow rights are recognized, and any impacts arégat#d through conditions or water
replacements. Low-flow-year conditions would impeptaiowever, in very dry years, the
first-in-time/first-in-right aspects of water lawowld not necessarily be effective in
mitigating impacts to flows.

A significant new revenue source (fees such agatbe cost of fishing licenses) would
be required. A larger restoration and mitigationdwould be developed and used to
facilitate alternative development strategies ssé® the human infrastructure impacts to
land, water and fisheries habitat. Additionallygsk funds encourage activities that
would lessen the spatial and resource demand® dfuiman population. Future water
development costs would more accurately reflectéaéand limited water availability
conditions of Montana. (As documented by DNRCpélhe state’s river basins are
currently over-appropriated with hydropower waights being the controlling factor.)
Future water acquisitions would be affected by linisted legal availability; therefore,
new water projects are going to rely on water paseld from existing water right holders
or storage, and are unlikely to be satisfied sinfglyacquiring a permit to divert.
Additionally, there would be expenses related tbgation of impacts to senior water
right holders, including the public’s instream flavater rights.
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Fisheries Mitigation: At its most extreme, e.g., dam removal, fishemésgation related
to hydropower operation becomes moot under thesradtive. FWP predicts that this
alternative would have tremendous long-term, secmromic impacts that would
accompany the ecological changes. Only rarely wthilalternative reach this extreme,
and in most cases, fisheries mitigation underdhernative would most likely resemble
the Alternative A, which seeks to interject fislesrfriendly operational variables into a
model that accounts for the other legitimate dermamda system and seeks to mimic the
natural hydrograph whenever possible downstream &dacility.

Water Quality Protection: Effects under this alternative would be similatitose under
Alternative A, but to a greater degree. In paracuadditional staff would allow more
ambitious monitoring of larger projects at sitestsas the Clark Fork River, which could
establish more solid baseline water quality condgiand more clearly document
impacts.

Habitat Restoration: Both the level of funding and the number of prtgenay be
greater than those detailed in Alternative A, ghesefforts and funding would likely be
directed toward wild, native fisheries. Habitat jpads for community ponds and local
rainbow and brown trout fisheries wouldn’t be fudd®n the other hand, larger stream
projects with demonstrable effects at the fish pajoen level could be funded, along
with adequate long-term, post-project monitoring.

Stream Permitting: Taking a “more aggressive” ecological stance waooNolve

seeking improved stream function and fisheriesthfliherever a project is proposed.
For at least the short term, under this alternapveject might lead to an increase or
prolonged erosion. This stance could involve dewifigrojects that require riprap or
similar hard bank stabilization to protect privateperty or infrastructure. It would likely
involve increased cost to applicants seeking tdempent projects and increased
likelihood of arbitration or litigation.

Cumulative Effects: None identified.

Predicted Effects of Alternative C

Alternative C is more favorable to developmentrests but would still be subject to legal and
regulatory constraints governing FWP and otheestatleral and local agencies. In fact, given
its mission and legal and regulatory mandatesotte legitimate means FWP has to reduce its
role is to reduce its presence, which normallyiissalt of inadequate funding.

Instream Flows: Acquisition of new legal protections for instrealowvi, via water rights,
in the Columbia River basin would be minimal. Ifidgets remain static, calls and
protections of instream flows would not increasd aould decline over time as USGS
expenses for stream gauging increase. FWP involnemé@®NRC water right permitting
and authorization processes would be minimal. FV@Rlavrely upon DNRC evaluation
of impact to existing rights, including FWP watgghts. As a result, FWP rights may not
be fully recognized and third party impacts not Whmitigated. While FWP rights
would be protected in the State’s general stregodastion, errors or questions related
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to the accuracy of other parties’ water rights widikely result in overstated claims of
use that would negatively impact FWP existing, typdcally junior, water rights.

Fisheries Mitigation: Mitigation is in fact designed to accommodate d@vment.

Where the impacts of a project are unavoidablegatibn is available to allow the
project to proceed while compensating for thoseacip either onsite or offsite. In
Montana in particular, FWP’s experience at recaggiand incorporating appropriate
mitigation into development scenarios has allowaatioued economic viability within

an ecological setting that continues to attraate@&tonal and technological elements
while still allowing resource extraction and hatvekrenewable resources. Therefore,
under this alternative, mitigation efforts mightdpeater than in the other alternatives as
efforts are made to accommodate greater development

Water Quality Protection: If water quality protection is de-emphasized favF,
whatever water quality research, monitoring, et@dcomplished in Montana would be
through DEQ. The lack of input from FWP regionailbgists would reduce the ability to
take into account all fisheries needs when condlitip permits and formulating
restrictions. The public could report fish killsRegional FWP headquarters.

Habitat Restoration: Allowing even Resource Indemnity Trust funds tadedicated to
projects benefitting non-native or even hatchesk fvould open up the possibilities for
more urban fisheries habitat projects, stockedrveseprojects, etc., which would
benefit eastern Montana anglers who use theseaiishmore. Of course, expensive
projects designed to reclaim native trout streamsmed lands would have to compete
with more projects for fewer funds.

Stream Permitting: If unmitigated bank stabilization is permittedistapproach would
result in loss of some stream function at the mtogee and some fisheries habitat
degradation. The use of undersized stream crossingtures would result in the loss of
some stream function, the inhibition or loss off fimssage, and the possible premature
loss of the structure. The effects of bank stadtion and/or stream constriction could
become cumulative with additional projects. A regucin regulatory responsibilities
would put additional pressure on other agencigsdtect the aquatic resources.

Cumulative Effects: None identified.

FISHING ACCESS ANDRECREATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Fishing Access and Recreation Management is a lanaadof responsibility that facilitates
access to public waters and management of recnahtbpportunities both on the water and at
access sites. The primary intent is to provide sséar angling opportunities, including bank,
wade and float angling.

There are a number of ways in which FWP helps ¢oide access to public waters. There are
fishing access sites owned or managed by FWP. These Fishing Access Sites (FAS)
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provide fishing opportunities for virtually all dlontana’s fish species. The number of FAS’s
has grown from a relatively few sites in the 19@0id early 1970's to more than 336 at the time
of this writing. As stated previously, the primgyrpose of these sites is to provide access for
angling (bank, wade and float angling). Many sitesude a boat ramp. A fewer number of sites
offer camping. Other types of recreation occuhase sites too, including non-angling boating,
picnicking, swimming, wildlife viewing, and in sonpdaces, hunting.

Another way FWP helps to provide access is thragyeements with private landowners. This
can be in the form of formal lease agreements tilvavhich FWP establishes an FAS on private
land. There are also agreements where the landayvaets permission to the public to cross
private land to gain access to a stream; thestgypiaally walk-in, non-motorized access
opportunities. In those situations FWP does notbligwva formal FAS. The landowner is usually
compensated for impacts associated with providirgip access.

FWP works closely with other land management agsnitiat have lands adjoining public
waters, e.g. the Forest Service, Bureau of Landagament, and Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation. This includes commtimimcand coordination, cooperative
management agreements, and coordinated planniniggfananagement of access sites and the
recreation occurring at them.

FWP also manages water-based recreation and cominese at fishing access sites and on
some high-use rivers. This includes special ruileed at maintaining the quality of the
recreation experience and a permit system to regatanmercial activities.

FWP also plays a role in advocating for and pratgdhe public’s right to gain access to and
use streams regardless of the ownership of theriyimagland. This entails guarding against
undesirable changes to the Montana stream acaespriaper interpretation and implementation
of the law, and efforts to educate the public almmmplying with the law and respect for private
property. Montana’s strong stream access law migmmsana anglers have an abundance of
opportunities to access the public waters of thtest

FWP assesses environmental impacts each timeutrasgr develops an access site. Cultural
impacts, for example are addressed on a case-eybeass when the property is purchased
and/or developed. For the purpose of this analiAMP is assessing its curremanagement
approach for the program as a whol€he analysis focuses on the main elements of thgram:
the primary purpose of the program, the acquisiéiod development of new sites, and the
maintenance and management of existing sites and us

ALTERNATIVES

FWP identified two alternatives for the Fishing Ass and Recreation Management Program:

» Alternative A: Retain Current Program
» Alternative B: Expand Purpose, Acquisition, Develemt, Maintenance and
Management Efforts
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Alternative A (Preferred Alternative): Retain Curre nt Program (status quo)

FWP is proposing to retain its current Fishing A&scand Recreation Management Program,
which uses a sustainable approach when acquirevglaping, maintaining and managing
fishing access sites and the use that occurs tthereurrent approach for fishing access and
recreation management. This approach emphasizeslimg public access to rivers streams and
lakes for the primary purpose of angling. Acquasitis commensurate with the department’s
ability to maintain and manage sites properly. 8éeelopment is modest and focuses on the
basic access needs for angling, e.g. parking,faogps, vault latrines, and camping at select
locations. FWP management presence is limited pilyrta maintenance of sites, enforcement
of regulations, with more focused recreation maneagd at high-use sites and waterbodies.
Elements of this approach are as follows:

Primary Purpose: Currently, the primary purpose of FWP fishing ascsites is to
provide angling access to public waterbodies. Titkides opportunities for wade, bank
and float angling. Other forms of recreation anerugpes do occur at fishing access
sites, including picnicking, tubing, camping, swimmg and in some places hunting. In
those cases FWP still focuses on maintaining tbiéitfes and grounds, which benefits all
users including anglers.

FAS Acquisition: FWP currently uses a conservative approach fanieng new sites.
The department carefully reviews each proposahsuee that it meets the public’s needs
and that the department has adequate resourcesetmd and maintain the site once it
has been purchased. Given the limited amount ¢didohnd staff time available for
purchasing and maintaining sites, the departmgmtaily acquires only a small number
of new sites each year.

FAS Development:The majority of fishing access sites are develdpedclude gravel
interior access roads and parking, vault latriaesl, boat ramps where applicable.
Designated campsites are provided at some locati@msiscaping is limited to seeding
areas disturbed during construction and placentdoamier rocks where necessary to
curtail vehicular use.

FAS Maintenance: Maintenance priorities are to maintain interiocess road,
infrastructure, boat ramps, grounds, and perinfetezing. Noxious weed control is of
major importance.

Recreation Management.The current FWP fishing access site program pilynserves
the angling public. There are some sites located ndan areas that receive
considerable non-angling types of use. It is nexgder FWP to manage these high-use
sites to prevent or mitigate social and resourqgeaicts. This includes special rules,
permits, and management plans for some waterbodies.

Alternative B: Expand purpose, acquisition, develoment, and management efforts

Under this alternative, FWP would expand its fomplace greater emphasis on other types of
water-based recreation. FWP would also expanatdsss program by purchasing new sites at a
greater rate, providing additional amenities whewedoping sites, and increasing the
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department’s management presence. This alternatsantingent on available funding and
legislative spending authority. Elements of thipra@ach are as follows:

Primary Purpose: In addition to providing angling access, FWP wopllace greater
emphasis on meeting the needs of other forms oéa&on and user types, e.g.,
picnicking, tubing, camping, swimming, and in soph&ces hunting. This could include
acquiring sites that are more conducive to thelserdorms of recreation, developing
sites to accommodate them, and managing the sitesdangly.

FAS Acquisition: FWP would acquire more new sites based on regaiities and
input from the recreating public. This approachastingent upon funding, spending
authority, and willing sellers.

FAS Development:Fishing access sites would be developed to inaimdeel interior
access roads and parking, and vault latrines attai, and boat ramps where applicable.
Designated campsites would be provided at soméidmsa Additional amenities would
be considered for some high-use sites, includingg@nd delineated parking areas,
additional vault latrines, segregated boat rampslifterent types of use, interior fencing
to direct pedestrian traffic, additional landscapior aesthetic purposes, and enhanced
campsites with distinguished campsite boundariaskipg and fire rings.

FAS Maintenance:Maintenance efforts would increase proportionalith the
additional new sites, level of development, andcgrdted increase in use.

Recreation Management:FWP would increase its staff presence at highagsess

sites. This would include increased enforcementntaaance, and visitor management.
High use sites and/or waterbodies could be subjettanagement plans and special rules
governing use.

PREDICTED EFFECTS FOR ALTERNATIVES

Predicted Effects of Retaining Current Program (Alternative A — Preferred Alternative)

This section examines the predicted effects ofnetg the current fishing access and recreation
management program. It does so by examining tleetsfon the primary elements of the
program: the program’s primary purpose, acquisiéiod development of new sites, and
maintenance and management of existing sites.

Primary Purpose: The primary purpose of the current fishing acgesgram is to
provide access for anglers. While other types ofangling recreation have increased in
recent years (tubing, rafting, kayaking, camping,)eparticularly at access sites near
urban areas, FWP has traditionally viewed theses aseancillary to the primary focus of
the program. The increase in these other types@fhowever, has forced FWP to
consider the impacts they are having on the anglppprtunities. In some cases these
different types of use are compatible with one heoaind with angling. There are other
examples, though, when non-angling use deters fhenangling experience and
opportunity, e.g., congestion at access sitesalueltime of non-angling users.
Managing non-angling types of use can also divaff #om working on tasks that
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support angling, e.g., staff spending more timgtat used primarily by non-anglers
instead of other sites. The infrastructure needadn-angling use can be different too,
e.g., the configuration and size of parking areasibn-angling types of use is different
from that needed to support angling use. Along Witk expanded constituent base is a
need to monitor for increased environmental impattstes due to a larger volume of
users. There is also a need to consider the fisgalcts of non-angling use at access
sites. Currently the majority of the funding foetRWP fishing access sites is derived
from the sale of fishing and hunting licenses. Aallem portion comes from the
registration of light-duty vehicles in Montana. Tissue is whether non-angling users
who have not purchased a fishing license shouletpeired to pay some additional fee
or purchase a license. This is an issue of egou#ylilecomes more important in
proportion the amount of non-angling use occurahthe sites.

Despite the aforementioned impacts, accommodatingamgling use at fishing access
sites provides benefits to a broader recreatindgigahd society as a whole. Simply put,
there are more people benefiting from the siteg. dlrrent program strikes a balance

that maintains angling as the primary purpose bobmmodates other types of use as
well. The key to this approach is ensuring thatdtier types of use are managed
appropriately so as not to have frequent or sigaiift negative impacts on the angling

use. Overall, the changing characteristics of B#@a at access sites are not necessarily a
problem under the current program so long as tidigis aware of and supports the
tradeoffs.

FAS Acquisition: There are differing views on whether FWP shouldticwe to acquire
additional fishing access sites. There are stitewaodies where public access is limited.
For some popular waterbodies there is the potetatiatquire new sites as a means of
alleviating the congestion at existing sites. Thaeealso situations where access through
private land is in jeopardy and there is an oppuotyuto purchase property to secure
public access. The current conservative approacadguiring new sites may mean that
FWP will ultimately pay more to purchase propertyareas where property values are
increasing quickly. The conservative approach nigy mean that some sites may

remain highly congested before new access sitgguaichased and can help to alleviate
the problem. This could in turn lead to angler dis$action.

There are also arguments for limiting or discoritigithe purchase of new sites. After
FWP purchases a site it has an obligation to maiti@ property and manage the use.
This includes spraying weeds, maintaining fencasyging latrines, maintaining boat
ramps, and grounds keeping. The amount of monegt@fidavailable to maintain and
manage sites is limited and adding new sites pladd&ional demands on these
resources.

The current program allows for the acquisitionitdsbut only after a critical review of
regional and statewide priorities, available resesy public support, and long-term
maintenance and management requirements. Thisagpoan result in negative and
positive effects. FWP does not acquire every bit¢ hecomes available, which can
disappoint those people with a particular intemest potential new site. Similarly, by not
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acquiring new sites, there is more pressure orniegisites (physical, biological, social,
etc.).

The current program'’s approach to acquisition epprtional to FWP’s ability to
develop, maintain and manage sites. The benefttid@pproach should not be
underestimated; failing to do so would lead to wi@dle environmental impacts.

FAS Development:Under the current program, most fishing accees $iave graveled
interior access roads and parking areas, vauilbésty and boat ramps where applicable.
Camping is allowed at some locations. Landscagsrignited to seeding areas disturbed
during construction and placement of barrier rozkere necessary to curtail vehicular
use. The level of development is consistent withghmary purpose of the fishing access
program, which is to provide fishing access. llso at a level that staff can properly
maintain without adding additional resources.

Some members of the public would benefit from hg\additional amenities at sites.
Paved roads and parking, hardened campsites, @tlisignage, improved bathrooms,
and electrical hook-ups are all examples of amenitiat can be found at some state and
federal parks. As stated already, these ameniteesat essential for providing angling
access and would out-strip FWP staff and resouapalilities. Additionally, by adding
these amenities, the types of use that occurl@ahfisaccess sites could change; there
could be an increase in non-angling types of uskepatential conflicts with anglers.

FAS Maintenance:Maintenance at fishing access sites is critidatigortant. The

current approach allows FWP to adequately mairgzristing sites. Staff is able to
maintain roads and parking areas, boat ramps,ailities. This includes preventing
and/or mitigating environmental impacts, e.g. sodsion and compaction, noxious
weeds, litter, loss of bank vegetation, etc. Adapipansion of the program, however,
could exceed the capability of existing staffsitherefore important to continually assess
the impact that acquisition or development mightehan the maintenance resources.
FWP has fishing access staff in each region. Theotworkload is sustainable but
additional resources could become necessary if K@ to significantly expand its
fishing access program.

Recreation ManagementUnder the current program, the largest portions# at

fishing access sites is angling, followed to adegxtent by other forms of recreation.
Management at some sites is limited to maintendoties. Often, however, staff is
addressing environmental and social issues. Atilyaased sites it is sometimes
necessary to have a greater management preseaderass illegal activities or
inappropriate behavior that negatively affects otisers. There are also problems with
trespass on neighboring private land, fire dangeet, noxious weeds, conflicts between
users, public safety, etc. In some locations, F\&@®implemented restrictions on use as a
management tool, e.g. permit systems on riversofAthese issues require management
attention but is attainable under the current @oygr

Cumulative Effects: None identified.
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Predicted Effects of Alternative B

This section examines the predicted effects of edpe the fishing access program: expanding
the purpose of the program, increasing the rateqtisition and the amount of development,
and the ramifications for maintenance and manageaofesites and use.

Primary Purpose: In contrast to the current program, FWP could airtee purpose of
the fishing access program to place greater impoetan the non-angling types of use
that occur at the sites (even if this means thglirgis a second priority in some cases).
This could mean managing some sites specificalyém-angling use.

Placing more emphasis on non-angling types of usédyin some locations, more
accurately reflect the recreation interests ofphilic, e.g., the recreation interests near
some of Montana’s urban areas tends to be brohderangling and includes tubing,
rafting, kayaking, camping, etc.

As mentioned in the analysis of the current programexpansion in the purpose of the
program could lead to an increase in the volumgsefoccurring and associated
environmental impacts. Some of this could be ade#e®n a case by case (site by site)
basis, e.g., through site design, infrastructund, management. It could also be
addressed through acquisition of additional sisdsch would potentially distribute the
use better and lessen the impacts to individues sit

FWP has a limited amount of staff and resourcegmeag to the fishing access program.

Broadening the purpose of the program would recpdiditional staff and resources. This
would require additional funding and the considerabf additional funding mechanisms
that apply to non-angling users what are not pugicigefishing licenses. All of this would

be contingent of legislative approval.

Arguably, a major criticism of this alternativetige potential impacts on angling use.
FWP serves more than just anglers and hunterdbre ts an emphasis on these core
constituent groups. A change in the purpose ofigieng access program could deviate
from the FWP mission.

FAS Acquisition: Under this alternative, FWP would accelerate atgussition efforts.
Acquiring sites at a more accelerated pace woutefitethe recreating public in terms of
gaining access to waters. This could also helpdiiblute use better and reduce conflicts
and environmental impacts associated with moreemnated use. The recreational
experience would be improved in some places, ampl@mmental impacts lessened.

Expanding the rate at which FWP acquires sitesdcalsio have negative effects on the
environment. Lacking additional staff and resourfoesnaintaining sites and managing
use, additional sites would result in staff spegdess time at sites. FWP predicts that
this would lead to degraded physical and biologicaiditions. Infrastructure would not
be maintained adequately. FWP would not have tiiyaio properly manage use,
which could lead to an increase in conflicts atiilgaised sites. There could be public
safety and health issues that arise.
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FAS Development:Currently, most fishing access sites have gravieliedior access
roads and parking areas, vault latrines, and lamaps where applicable. Camping is
allowed at some locations. Landscaping is limiteddgeding areas disturbed during
construction and placement of barrier rocks wheessary to curtail vehicular use.
FWP could go beyond this basic level of developntemmclude paved roads and parking
areas, hardened campsites, additional signagepiwag@rathrooms, and electrical hook-
ups, amenities that can be found at some statéededal parks.

Some members of the public would benefit from hgnadditional amenities at sites;
their recreation experience might be enhanced.eTtauld also be some environmental
benefits, e.g., delineated paved roads and pagdieas could reduce the amount of
disturbance to soil and vegetation at sites. Dedegh) formal campsites would help to
limit impacts to a smaller area. Aesthetically, amted development could be more
appealing to some people.

As stated already, these amenities are not esktmt@oviding angling access and
would out-strip FWP staff and resource capabilitidditionally, by adding these
amenities, the types of use that occur at fishoogss sites could change; there could be
an increase in non-angling types of use and patierdnflicts with anglers.

FWP has a limited amount of resources for maimagiand managing its fishing access
sites. With additional development there is a feeddditional staff and resources to
maintain the sites. This means an added cost teethieating public. Currently there are
no means for increasing available resources.

FAS Maintenance:Maintenance efforts would increase proportionalighvthe

additional new sites, level of development, andcgrdted increase in use. A significant
expansion of the fishing access program would recadditional resources for
maintenance of sites. It is critical that FWP adggly maintain its sites; failure to do so
results in environmental and social impacts. It lddae difficult for FWP to be a “good
neighbor” without adding staff and resources. Theoeld likely be problems with
unmaintained roads, parking areas, and boat rafnpspass, litter, noxious weeds, and
fire danger are just some of the examples of problthat could increase and have a
negative effect on the resources and neighborimdolaners. There could be public
health concerns too, e.g., if FWP is not able &gadtely pump and clean vault latrines.

Recreation Management:If FWP expands it fishing access program, managéme
needs would increase. Staff would spend more tudeessing environmental and social
issues. FWP would increase its staff presencegatinse access sites. This would include
increased enforcement, maintenance, and visitoagement. High use sites and/or
waterbodies could be subject to management plashs@acial rules governing use. FWP
would have to increase its management presenatdtess illegal activities or
inappropriate behavior that negatively affects otisers. There would be more problems
with trespass on neighboring private land, firegganlitter, noxious weeds, conflicts
between users, public safety, etc. FWP predictsthiese could be a greater need for
restrictions on use, e.g. permit systems on riv@railar to expanding maintenance
responsibilities, FWP All of these issues woulduieg management attention and would
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not be attainable with the amount of staff and weses currently available. FWP predicts
that it would be difficult to obtain the additiom@&sources necessary to significantly
expand staff presence at sites. These aforemedtimegative impacts could be alleviated
with the addition of staff and resources.

Cumulative Effects. In the short-term, FWP might be able to adeqyatdtress

negative impacts associated with an expansioneoptbgram. Over time, however, the
expansion would likely outstrip existing staff amgources. It would become necessary
to address this concern by increasing the numbstadffin the program and the resources
available for acquisition, development, maintenagro@ management. Securing these
additional resources requires legislative apprawval/or a redirection of existing
resources, both of which have proved difficulthe past.

ENVIRONMENTAL |MPACT STATEMENT DETERMINATION

FWP concluded that an Environmental Impact Staterfted®) is not warranted for the proposed
Draft Statewide Fisheries Management Plan. FWPladed that the predicted impacts to the
physical and human environment are not significandl are either minor or negligible.
Therefore, FWP concluded that an Environmental sasent (EA) is an appropriate level of
environmental analysis.

OVERLAPPING JURISDICTIONS

The following is a list of state, local and fedesgkncies that have overlapping or additional
jurisdiction or environmental review responsibilfty the proposed actions.

* United States Fish and Wildlife Service (endangesdl threatened species)
» United States Forest Service

* Bureau of Land Management

* Montana Department of Natural Resources and Coasernv

* Montana Department of Environmental Quality

* Montana Indian Tribes

PuBLIC PARTICIPATION AND COLLABORATION

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The department is disseminating information anétgislg comments on the proposed statewide
fisheries management plan and environmental arsatiggiument in the following ways:

* Public comment period (33 days): September 10 tiirddctober 12, 2012.

* Public meetings in each FWP administrative regios plelena: (dates, times and
locations listed on FWP website).
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» Statewide press release announcing availabiliraft Plan and public comment period.

* Post cards mailed to Fisheries mailing list: FWglaral Citizen Advisory Committees;
sportsmen groups; conservation groups; state atetdbagencies; Montana Indian
Tribes.

» Web page for planning process and ability for pedplprovide comments on line.

COLLABORATION

The FWP Fisheries Bureau prepared this environrhestaew in collaboration with other units
in the agency:

* Communication and Education Bureau

* Law Enforcement Bureau

* Legal Unit

ANTICIPATED TIMELINE OF EVENTS

* Public comment period is scheduled for 9-10-12ugtp10-12-12
+ Decision Notice for EA schedule for November of 201
+ Decision on Final Plan scheduled for December 4220

PREPARATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The following entities within FWP contributed tcetpreparation of this environmental review:

* Regional Staff

* Fisheries Bureau

 Communication and Education Bureau
* Enforcement Bureau

* Legal Bureau

The following Fisheries Bureau staff served asgpal authors of this environmental review:
* Charlie Sperry

 Don Skaar
* Bruce Rich
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